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DECI SI ON ON APPEAL
This is a decision on appeal fromthe final rejection of
claims 1 through 4, all of the clains present in the application.
The invention relates to a character recogni zi ng appar at us

based upon calculating the field of induction of a character.

lppplication for patent filed June 11, 1993
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| ndependent claim1 is reproduced as foll ows:
1. A character recognizing apparatus, conprising:
i nput neans for inputting a character inage;
field of induction calculating neans for
calculating a field of induction on the retina
of the character image input fromsaid input
means; and
character recogni zing neans for recogni zing a
character based on difference between fields of
i nduction on the retina of different character
i mages cal cul ated by said field of induction
cal cul ating neans, by quantitatively evaluating a
magni tude of a strain generated when the field of
i nduction of one character imge deforns to be
mat ched with the field of induction of another
character inmage.
The reference relied on by the Exam ner are as foll ows:
Foote et al. (Foote) 3,874,586 Apr. 01, 1975
Clains 1 and 4 stand rejected under 35 U. S.C. § 102 as being
anticipated by Foote. Clains 2 and 3 are objected to as being
dependent upon a rejected base claim On page 2 of the
Exam ner’s answer, paper no. 19, the Exam ner wi thdraws the
rejection of clainms 1 through 4 under 35 U . S.C. § 101.
Rat her than repeat the argunments of Appellant or the
Exam ner, we meke reference to the briefs and the answers for

the details thereof.
OPI NI ON
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After a careful review of the evidence before us, we do not

agree with the Examner that clains 1 and 4 are antici pated by
the applied reference.

It is axiomatic that anticipation of a claimunder 8§ 102 can
be found only if the prior art reference discloses every el enent
of the claim See In re King, 801 F.2d 1324, 1326, 231 USPQ 136,

138 (Fed. Cir. 1986) and Li ndenmann Maschi nenfabri k GVBH v.

American Hoist & Derrick Co., 730 F.2d 1452, 1458, 221 USPQ 481,
485 (Fed. Cir. 1984).
Appellant's claim1 recites:

field of induction calculating neans for calculating a
field of induction on the retina of the character inmge
i nput fromsaid i nput neans; and

character recognizing nmeans for recogni zing a character
base on difference between fields of induction on the
retina of different character inages cal cul ated by said
field of induction calculating neans, by quantitatively
eval uating a magnitude of a strain generated when the
field of induction of one character inage defornms to be
mat ched with the field of induction of another
character inmage.

Appel | ants argue on pages 6 and 7 of the brief, filed
Decenber 21, 1994, that Foote fails to teach the Appellant's
claimed limtations as required under 35 U S.C. § 102. 1In

particul ar, Appellants argue that Foote does not disclose a field
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of induction calculating neans or a character recogni zi ng neans
for recogni zing a character based on difference between fields of
i nduction on the retina of different character inages cal cul ated

by said field of induction cal cul ating neans.

On pages 4 and 5 of the answer, the Exam ner argues that
Foote teaches a field induction cal culating nmeans in colum 4,
lines 31-44 and lines 56-62. The Exam ner further argues that
Foote teaches a character recognition nmeans in colum 5, |ines
11-22.

Appel l ant further argues in the reply brief, filed May 9,
1995, that Appellant's clainmed "field of induction calculating
means"” is not anticipated by the Foote disclosure at colum 4,
lines 31-44 and lines 56-62. Appellant argues that Foote teaches
four recording heads receiving part of the magnetic induction
field fromeach character being read but at no tinme does Foote
teach calculating a field of induction of the character inmage
i nput for said input neans as clai ned by Appellant. Appellant
argued in the brief and further enphasized in the oral hearing

that the field of induction calculating nmeans nust be construed

2W\e note that the Examiner mailed a letter on August 10, 1995 stating
that this reply brief has been entered into the record.
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to correspond to the structure that perfornms the induction field
cal cul ation described in the Appellant's specification.

Qur review ng court has stated inln re Donal dson Co. Inc.,
16 F.3d 1189, 1193, 29 USPQd 1845, 1848 (Fed. Cir. 1994) that

the "plain and unanbi guous neani ng of paragraph six is that one

construi ng nmeans-plus-function | anguage in a claimmust |ook to
the specification and interpret that |anguage in |ight of the
correspondi ng structure, material, or acts described therein, and
equi val ents thereof, to the extent that the specification

provi des such disclosure.” W find that Appellant's Figure 1

di scloses the field of induction calculating neans as bl ock 2 and
Appel | ant di scl oses that field of induction calculating neans
cal cul ates the field of induction by the process described on
pages 8 and 9 of the Appellant's specification. [In particular,
the field of induction at a point 30, shown in Figure 3, is

cal cul ated based on an analogy to an electric field experienced
at a point (30) resulting fromunit charges at a series of other
points (31-37). The points 21-37 of Figure 3, which are the

pi xel s which formthe character to be recognized, are treated as
if they had a unit charge which contributes to a field inducted

at point 30 by all such unit charges. The sunmation of the
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contributions of all other points represents the field of

i nduction at point 30. The field of induction is calcul ated at
all pixel locations within an area surrounding the character,
usi ng equation 1 shown on page 9 of the specification which
results in a field associated with the area. Appellant discloses
a representation of a calculated field of induction of the

character "E" in Figure 4.

Upon a careful review of Foote, we fail to find that Foote
teaches the above field of induction calculating nmeans that
calculated the field of induction of a character to be recognized
as recited in Appellant's clains. Foote teaches using a reading
head 26 to nmeasure a magnetic field of an area of alternating
zones of magnetization that have been distorted by the enbossing
of a character. Foote does not calculate a field of induction
nor does Foote teach the Appellant's clainmed field of induction
cal cul ating neans as construed to the correspondi ng structure
di sclosed in the Appellant's specification. Therefore, we find
that Foote fails to teach all of the limtations of clains 1 and
4, and thereby the clains are not anticipated by Foote.

In view of the foregoing, the decision of the Exam ner

rejecting clains 1 and 4 is reversed.



Appeal No. 95-4968
Application 08/074, 518

REVERSED
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